230                      Reply to Objections V

Finally it is worthy of you alone, 0 flesh, to think that the id&a
of God, of an Angel, and of the human mind, are corporeal, or after
the fashion of the corporeal, derived forsooth from the human form,
and from other wry subtle, simple, and imperceptible objects, such as
air or aether1. For whosoever thus represents God or the mind to
himself, tries to imagine a thing which is not imageable, and con-
structs nothing but a corporeal idea to which he falsely assigns the
name God or mind. For, in the true idea of mind, nothing is con-
tained but thought and its attributes, of which none is corporeal.

2.    In this passage you show very clearly that you rely on
prejudices merely and never divest yourself of them, when you wish
to make out that we suspect no falsity in matters in which we have
never detected falsity ; it is thus that, when we behold a tower close
at hand and touch it, we are sure that it is square*, if it appear to be
square; so too when we are really awake we cannot doubt whether
we are awake or dreaming*; and so forth.   Now you have no reason
to think that all the things in which error can reside have been
noticed by you, and it could easily be proved that you sometimes
are wrong about those things which you accept as certain.    But
when you come round to the position at which you state, that at
least we cannot doubt that things appear as they do\ you have returned
to the true path; your statement is one that I have myself made in
the second Meditation.    But here the question raised concerned
the reality5 of external objects, and in what you have contributed
to this there is nothing correct.

3.    I shall not here delay to notice your tedious and frequent
repetitions of such statements as, e.g. that I haw failed to prove
certain matters, which nevertheless I have demonstrated;  that I
have treated only of the solid body, though I have dealt with every
kind of matter, even of the subtlest; etc.   What opposition other
than a plain denial is merited by affirmations of this kind, which are
not supported by reasons ?   Yet incidentally I should like to dis-
cover what argument you use to prove that I have treated of solid
matter rather than of that which is subtle.    Have I not said : * /
possess (a body) united with myself, and it is certain that I am
distinct from my body' ?   And I cannot see why these words are
not equally applicable to an impalpable and to a solid body; nor do
I think that anyone but you could fail to see this.    Apart from
this, in the second Meditation I made it evident that mind could
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